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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the amendment filed on 10 July 2008. 

2. Claims 1-2, 1 1-12, and 20 have been amended. 

3. Claims 8, 16, 21-22, and 28-29 have been canceled. 

4. Claims 1-7, 9-15, 17-20, 23-27, and 30 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

5. The Information Disclosure Statements filed 06 May 2008, 07 July 2008, and 15 September 2008 
have been considered. Initialed copies of the Form 1449 are enclosed herewith. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-30 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) of rejection. 

7. With regard to Applicant's attempted traversals of Examiner's Official Notice, Examiner directs 
Applicant's attention to MPEP §2144. 03(C). Applicant's attempted traversals are inadequate 
because Applicant neither specifically points out the supposed errors in Examiner's official notice 
nor why Applicant believes Examiner is in error. As noted in that section of the MPEP, Examiner 
is not required to provide a supporting reference for asserted common knowledge unless the 
subject matter of the asserted common knowledge is technical by nature and is itself beyond 
common knowledge. Due to the inadequate traversal of the Official Notice, the statements of 
official notice are now taken as admitted prior art. 
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Previous Specification Objections 

8. The disclosure was objected to because it contained an embedded hyperlink and/or other form of 
browser-executable code. The examiner thanks the applicant for correcting this minor flaw and 
hereby rescinds the objection. 

Double Patenting 

9. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine grounded in 
public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or improper 
timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined application 
claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined application 
claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., 
In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re 
Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 
619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

10. A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the scope of a 
joint research agreement. 

11. Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal disclaimer. 
A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 
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12. Claims 1, 5, 11-12, 20, 23, and 30 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-18 of copending 
Application No. 10/695,971. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because claims 1-18 of application '971 teach the elements of 
claims 1,5, 1 1-12, 20, 23, and 30. 

13. This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting claims 
have not in fact been patented. 

14. As per claims 1, 5, 11-12, 20, 23, and 30 of instant application, claims 1-18 of application '971 
teach a used article quotation system and method that provides user computer with a quote for 
acceptance of a used article for trade-in for purchase of a product. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

15. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of 
carrying out his invention. 

16. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written 
description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The 
specification does not contain support for the phrase/concept of the range of the lowest to a 
highest price. This constitutes new matter. 
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17. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

18. The term "advantageous" in claim 3 is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. The 
term "advantageous" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for 
ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. For the purposes of this examination, the examiner will 
take the term "advantageous" to mean that the customer would receive more money for a trade-in 
then they would for a cash-out. 

19. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. The phrase "lowest to highest price" is vague and indefinite. It is unclear if the price is 
for the item to be sold/traded in or for the new item to be purchased. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

20. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, 
subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

21. Claims 11, 20, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 11, 20, and 30 recite several modules. Modules 
not claimed as embodied in computer-readable media are descriptive material per se and are not 
statutory because they are not capable of causing functional change in the computer. Here, 
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Applicant has claimed a system defined merely by software or terms synonymous with software 
or files, namely "modules," lacking storage on a medium, which enables any underlying 
functionality to occur. It is not clear whether instructions are in executable form and therefore 
there is not practical application. The system has no components or structure and is thus 
considered non-statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

22. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

23. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

24. Claims 1-2, 5-6, 9-10, and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
Overview of the HP Trade-in Process, hereinafter HP in view of Ellenson et al (US 
2003/0200151), hereinafter Ellenson and further in view of Seretti et al (US 5,978,776), 
hereinafter Seretti. 

Examiner's Note: The Examiner has pointed out particular references contained in the prior art 
of record within the body of this action for the convenience of the Applicant. Although the 
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specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to the specific 
limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply. Applicant, in 
preparing the response, should consider fully the entire reference as potentially teaching all or 
part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or 
disclosed by the Examiner. 

Claim 1: 

HP, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o causing a server computer, which is connected with the user computer in a 
communicable manner, to receive a quotation request of the used article and 
quotation requirement information, which is required for quotation of the used article, 
from the user computer and to determine a trade-in quote for the acceptance of the 
used article that is a trade-in if the used article with purchase of a product and a 
cash-out quote for the .acceptance of the used article that is a cash-out of the used 
article without purchase of a product, based on the quotation requirement 
information; [See at least Section 1 : Tell us about your current products] 

HP does not disclose the following limitation. Ellenson, however, does disclose the following: 

o (b) causing the server computer to send quotation information, which includes the 
trade-in quote and the cash-out quote determined in said step (a), to the user 
computer [See at least Figure 7G] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request of HP with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a 
consumer to accurately assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson 
paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." The combination of HP and Ellenson does not disclose the 
following limitations. Seretti, however, does disclose: 
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o wherein said step (b) causes the server computer to determine whether the cash-out 
quote, which has been determined based on the quotation requirement information, 
is in a preset allowable cash-out value range and, when it is determined that the 
cash-out quote is out of the preset allowable cash-out value range, to send the 
quotation information excluding the cash-out quote to the user computer. [See at 
least column 6 lines 31-55] 

The combination of HP and Ellenson also does not disclose providing a cash-out quote 
Seretti in at least Figure 4 and related text does discloses providing a buy figure and an 
appraisal figure for a used item. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with 
the cash-out quote and range of Seretti because it would allow a customer to quickly and 
easily obtain an accurate current market value for their item. 

Claim 2: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 1 . Seretti also discloses the following: 

o said step (a) causes the server computer to determine the trade-in quote and the 
cash-out quote in such a manner that the trade-in quote is higher than the cash-out 
quote. [See at least column 6 lines 31-55] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, the cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti 
with the trade-in quote being higher of Seretti because it enables the seller to provide an 
buying incentive to the customer in order for the transaction to be mutually beneficial for both 
parties (i.e. the seller receives money from the transaction instantly from the sale of the new 
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item rather then having to wait to sell the used item, while the customer is able to dispose of 
their used item quickly and conveniently). 

Claim 5: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 1 . Seretti also discloses the following: 

o sfep (a) causes the server computer to set a minimum value and a maximum value of 
the cash-out quote and a maximum value and a minimum value of the trade-in quote. 
[See at least column 6 lines 31-55] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, the cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti 
with the maximum/minimum values of Seretti because it allows for an accurate market value 
to be set for the item while taking into consideration the different aspects (condition, added 
features etc) of the item. 

Claim 6: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 1 . Ellenson also discloses the following: 

o sfep (b) causes the server computer to send a quotation window, which includes a 
cash-out option selected by the user to request a cash-out at the cash-out quote and 
a trade-in option selected by the user to request a trade-in at the trade-in quote, in 
addition to the cash- out quote and the trade-in quote, as the quotation information to 
the user computer. [See at least Figure 7G] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, the cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti 
with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a consumer to accurately 
assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." 
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Claim 9: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 1 . Ellenson also discloses the following: 

o said step (b) causes the server computer to send a quotation window, which includes 
a cash- out option selected by the user to request a cash-out at the cash-out quote 
and a trade-in option selected by the user to request a trade-in at the trade-in quote, 
in addition to the cash- out quote and the trade-in quote, as the quotation information 
to the user computer and, [[See at least Figure 7G] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, the cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti 
with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a consumer to accurately 
assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." 
Seretti also discloses the following limitation: 

o when the cash-out quote, which has been determined based on the quotation 
requirement information, is out of a preset allowable cash-out value range, to send 
either of the quotation window excluding the cash-out option or the quotation window 
including the cash-out option in a certain state that does not allow for the user's 
selection, to the user computer. [See at least column 6 lines 31-55] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, the cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti with the 
cash-out quote and range of Seretti because it would allow a customer to quickly and easily 
obtain an accurate current market value for their item. 



Claim 10: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 1 . HP also discloses the following: 
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o said step (a) causes the server computer to receive the quotation request of the used 
article and information regarding a component included in the used article as the 
quotation requirement information, which is required for quotation of the used 
article, from the user computer and to determine the trade-in quote and the cash-out 
quote, based on the information regarding the component included in the used 
article. [See at least Section 1: Tell us about your current products] 

Seretti also discloses providing a cash-out quote in at least Figure 4 and related text does 
discloses providing a buy figure and an appraisal figure for a used item. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the quotation request 
and window of HP and Ellenson with the cash-out quote and range of Seretti because it 
would allow a customer to quickly and easily obtain an accurate current market value for their 
item. 



Claim 11: 

HP, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o a quote determination module that receives a quotation request of the used article 
and quotation requirement information, which is required for quotation of the used 
article, from the user computer and determines a trade-in quote for the acceptance of 
the used article that is a trade-in of the used article with purchase of a product and a 
cash-out quote for the acceptance of the used article that is a cash-out of the used 
article without purchase of a product, based on the quotation requirement 
information; [See at least Section 1: Tell us about your current products] 

HP does not disclose the following limitation. Ellenson, however, does disclose the following: 

o a quotation information transmission module that sends quotation information, which 
includes the trade-in quote and the cash-out quote determined by said quote 
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determination module, to the user computer wherein said quotation information 
transmission module causes said quote determination module to determine whether 
the cash-out quote, which has been determined based on the quotation requirement 
information, is in a preset allowable cash-out value range and, [See at least figure 2 
and related text]. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request of HP with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a 
consumer to accurately assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson 
paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." The combination of HP and Ellenson does not disclose the 
following limitations. Seretti, however, does disclose: 

o when it is determined that the cash-out quote is out of the preset allowable cash-out 
value range, to send the quotation information excluding the cash-out quote to the 
user computer. [See at least column 6 lines 31-55] 

The combination of HP and Ellenson also does not disclose providing a cash-out quote 
Seretti in at least Figure 4 and related text does discloses providing a buy figure and an 
appraisal figure for a used item. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with 
the cash-out quote and range of Seretti because it would allow a customer to quickly and 
easily obtain an accurate current market value for their item. 



25. Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over HP in view of Seretti 
further in view of Ellenson and even further in view of Official Notice. 
Claim 3: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 1. The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti does not disclose 
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said step (a) causes the server computer either to determine first the cash-out quote and then 
the trade-in quote based on the predetermined cash-out quote in such a manner that the 
trade-in quote is advantageous over the cash-out quote, or to determine first the trade-in 
quote and then the cash-out quote based on the predetermined trade-in quote in such a 
manner that the trade-in quote is advantageous over the cash-out quote. However, the 
Examiner takes Official Notice that it is old and well known in the computation arts to 
determine two quotes in succession, without the order being significant. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the quotation request 
and window, the cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti with the beneficial 
trade-in quote because the company that is providing the quote would like to offset the cost 
loss that occurs when a customer does not purchase a product when disposing of their old 
item. 

Claim 4: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 1. The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti does not disclose 
step (a) causes the server computer either to determine the cash-out quote and compute the 
trade-in quote as a function of the predetermined cash-out quote, or to determine the trade-in 
quote and compute the cash-out quote as a function of the predetermined trade-in quote. 
However, the Examiner takes Official Notice that it is old and well known in the computation 
arts to determine one value as a function of another. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the quotation request and window, the 
cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti with the dependency of the quotes 
because it allows the company that is providing the quotes to minimize the cost loss that 
occurs when a customer does not purchase a product when disposing of their old item. 
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26. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over HP in view of Seretti 
further in view of Ellenson and even further in view of Brian Marshall's article "How Internet 
Cookies Work," hereinafter Marshall. 



The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 6. The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti does not disclose 
the following limitation. Marshall, however, does disclose: 

o (c) in response to receipt of the user's selection of the trade-in option from the user 
computer after said step (b), causing the server computer to store a trade-in 
specification, which includes the quotation requirement information and the trade-in 
quote, into a storage unit; [See at least Cookie Basics and How do Web sites use 
cookies] 

o (d) in response to receipt of a product purchase request from the user computer, 
causing the server computer to read the trade-in specification stored in said storage 
unit, to send the read-out trade-in specification to the user computer, and to ask the 
user whether to effectuate a trade-in according to the trade-in specification. [See at 
least Cookie Basics and How do Web sites use cookies] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, the cash-out quote and range of HP, Ellenson, and Seretti 
with the cookie of Marshall because "they provide a better user experience and make it much 
easier to gather accurate information about the site's visitors (Marshall paragraph 002)." 



27. 



Claims 12-15, 17, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over HP in 
view of Ellenson and further in view of Applicants Own Admissions, hereinafter AOA. 
Claim 12: 
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HP, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o (a) causing a server computer, which is connected with the user computer in a 
communicable manner, to receive a quotation request of the used article and 
quotation requirement information, which is required for quotation of the used article, 
from the user computer and to set a tentative quote of the used article, based on the 
quotation requirement information; [See at least Section 1: Tell us about your current 
products]. 

HP does not disclose the following limitation. Ellenson, however, does disclose: 

o (d) causing the server computer to send quotation information including the final 
quote, to the user computer. [ See at least Figure 7G] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request of HP with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a 
consumer to accurately assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson 
paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." The combination of HP and Ellenson does not disclose the 
following limitations. AOA, however, does disclose: 

o (b) causing the server computer to determine whether assessment of the used article 
is required, according to the tentative quote; [AOA page 3 paragraph 1] 

o (c) when it is determined in said step (b) that assessment of the used article is not 
required, causing the server computer to a lowest price according to the tentative 
quote as a firm price for acceptance of the used article without assessment and to 
set the firm price to a final quote of the used article, and when it is determined in 
said step (b) that assessment of the used article is required, causing the server 
computer to set a value range from the lowest to a highest price according to the 
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tentative quote to the final quote of the used article on the condition of assessment 
of the used article; [AOA page 3 paragraph 1] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with the assessment determination 
because it allows the customer to receive the fair and accurate value of their item. 
Claim 13: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and AOA, as shown in the rejections above, disclose all of 
the limitations of claim 12. AOA also discloses the following: 

o step (b) causes the server computer to determine that assessment of the used article 
is not required, when the tentative quote is less than a preset assessment 
requirement judgment value. [See at least page 3 paragraph 1]. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with the assessment of AOA because it 
allows the customer to receive the fair and accurate value of their item. 

Claim 14: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and AOA, as shown in the rejections above, disclose all of 
the limitations of claim 12. AOA also discloses the following: 

o sfep (c), when it is determined in said step (b) that assessment of the used article 
is not required, causes the server computer to specify a value level of the 
tentative quote and to set either of the settled price of no value range determined 
according to the tentative quote or a fixed value regardless of the tentative quote 
to the firm price, based on the specified value level [See at least page 3 
paragraph 1]. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with the assessment of AOA because it 
allows the customer to receive the fair and accurate value of their item. 

Claim 15: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and AOA, as shown in the rejections above, disclose all of 
the limitations of claim 12. AOA also discloses the following: 

o step (c), when it is determined in said step (b) that assessment of the used article is 
not required, causes the server computer to compare the tentative quote with a 
predetermined value level criterion and to set the settled price of no value range 
determined according to the tentative quote to the firm price in the case where the 
tentative quote exceeds the predetermined value level criterion and to set a fixed 
value regardless of the tentative quote to the firm price in the case where the 
tentative quote is not greater than the predetermined value level criterion. [See at 
least page 3 paragraph 1]. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with the assessment of AOA because it 
allows the customer to receive some sort of compensation no matter what their item is 
actually worth. 

Claim 17: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and AOA, as shown in the rejections above, disclose all of 
the limitations of claim 12. AOA also discloses the following: 

o (e) causing the server computer to determine whether the used article is worth of 
acceptance, based on the setting of the tentative quote in said step (a), wherein, 
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when it is determined in said step (e) that the used article is not worth of acceptance, 
said step (d) causes the server computer to send the quotation information including 
a notice that the used article is not acceptable, to the user computer. [AOA page 3 
paragraph 1] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with the assessment of AOA because it 
allows the customer to receive some sort of compensation no matter what their item is 
actually worth. 
Claim 20: 

HP, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o a tentative quote setting module that receives a quotation request of the used article 
and quotation requirement information, which is required for quotation of the used 
article, from the user computer and sets a tentative quote of the used article based 
on the quotation requirement information; [See at least Section 1 : Tell us about your 
current products]. 

HP does not disclose the following limitation. Ellenson, however, does disclose: 

o a quotation information transmission module that sends quotation information 
including the final quote set by said final quote setting module, to the user computer. 
[See at least Figure 2 and related text and claim 13] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request of HP with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a 
consumer to accurately assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson 
paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." The combination of HP and Ellenson does not disclose the 
following limitations. AOA, however, does disclose: 
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o an assessment requirement judgment module that determines whether assessment 
of the used article is required, according to the tentative quote set by said tentative 
quote setting module; [AOA page 3 paragraph 1] 

o a final quote setting module that, when it is determined that assessment of the used 
article is not required by said assessment requirement judgment module, determines 
a lowest price according to the tentative quote as a firm price for acceptance of the 
used article without assessment and sets the firm price to a final quote of the used 
article, and when it is determined that assessment of the used article is required by 
said assessment requirement judgment module, sets a value range from the lowest 
to a highest price according to the tentative quote to the final quote of the used article 
on the condition of assessment of the used article; and [AOA page 3 paragraph 1] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with the assessment determination 
because it allows the customer to receive the fair and accurate value of their item. 

28. Claims 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over HP in view of 
Ellenson, further in view of AOA and even further in view of Seretti. 
Claim 18: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and AOA, as shown in the rejections above, disclose all of 

the limitations of claim 12. HP also discloses the following: 

o Wherein said step (a) causes the server computer to receive the quotation request of 
the used article and the quotation requirement information, which is required for 
quotation of the used article, from the user computer and to set a tentative trade-in 
quote for the acceptance of the used article that is a trade-in with purchase of a 
product and a tentative cash-out quote for the acceptance of the used article that is a 
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cash-out without purchase of a product, based on the quotation requirement 
information, [See at least Section 1: Tell us about your current products] 
Ellenson also discloses the following: 

o said step (d) causes the server computer to send the quotation information including 
both the final trade-in quote and the final cash-out quote, to the user computer. [See 
at least Figure 7G] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request of HP with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a 
consumer to accurately assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson 
paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." AOA also discloses the following: 

o said step (b) causes the server computer to determine whether assessment of the 
used article is required individually with regard to the trade-in and the cash-out, [AOA 
page 3 paragraph 1] 

o when it is determined in said step (b) that assessment of the used article is not 
required with regard to each of the trade-in and the cash-out, said step (c) causes the 
server computer to determine a settled trade-in price of no value range according to 
the tentative trade-in quote as a firm trade-in price for the trade-in without 
assessment and set the firm trade-in price to a final trade-in quote of the used article, 
and to determine a settled cash-out price of no value range according to the tentative 
cash-out quote as a firm cash-out price for the cash-out without assessment and set 
the firm cash-out price to a final cash-out quote of the used article, and [AOA page 3 
paragraph 1] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window of HP and Ellenson with the assessment determination 
because it allows the customer to receive the fair and accurate value of their item. The 
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combination of HP, Ellenson, and AOA does not disclose a cash-out quote however Seretti 
discloses providing a buy figure and an appraisal figure in at least Figure 4 and related text. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, and the assessment of HP, Ellenson, and AOA with the cash- 
out quote and range of Seretti because it would allow a customer to quickly and easily obtain 
an accurate current market value for their item. 

Claim 19: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, AOA, and Seretti as shown in the rejections above, 
disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 8. AOA also discloses the following: 

o (f) causing the server computer to determine whether the used article is worth of 
acceptance with regard to at least the cash-out, based on the setting of the tentative 
cash-out quote in said step (a), [AOA page 3 paragraph 1] 

o wherein, when it is determined in said step (f) that the used article is not worth of 
acceptance, said step (d) causes the server computer to send the quotation 
information including a notice that the used article is not acceptable, to the user 
computer. [AOA page 3 paragraph 1] 
It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, the assessment, and the cash-out quote of HP, Ellenson, 
AOA, and Seretti with the assessment of AOA because it allows the customer to receive 
some sort of compensation no matter what their item is actually worth. 



29. Claims 23-26 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over HP in view 
of Ellenson and further in view of Marshall. 
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Claim 23: 

HP, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

o causing a server computer, which is connected with the user computer in a 
communicable manner, to receive information regarding a trade-in quotation request 
of the used article from a user computer, to determine a trade-in quote of the used 
article based on the information regarding the trade-in quotation request, [HP Trade- 
in Overview: See at least Section 1: Tell us about your current products]. 

HP does not disclose the following limitation. Ellenson, however, does disclose: 

o to send quotation information including the trade-in quote of the used article, to the 
user computer; [See at least Figure 2 and related text and claim 13] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request of HP with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a 
consumer to accurately assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson 
paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." The combination of HP and Ellenson does not disclose the 
following limitations. Marshall, however, does disclose: 

o (b) causing the server computer to send to the user computer either of the 
information regarding the trade-in quotation request of the used article or the trade-in 
quote of the used article in a specific format that allows for storage in the user 
computer; [See at least Cookie Basics and How do Web sites use cookies] 

o (c) in the case where either of the information regarding the trade-in quotation 
request of the used article or the trade-in quote of the used article has been stored in 
the user computer, causing the server computer to make a trade-in procedure of the 
used article without requiring the user computer to reenter the information regarding 
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the trade-in quotation request of the used article, after the user completes a product 
purchase procedure. [See at least Cookie Basics and How do Web sites use cookies] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, of HP, and Ellenson, with the cookie of Marshall because 
"they provide a better user experience and make it much easier to gather accurate 
information about the site's visitors (Marshall paragraph 002)." 

Claim 24: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Marshall, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 23. Marshall also discloses the following: 

o step (b) causes the server computer to send to the user computer either of the 
information regarding the trade-in quotation request of the used article or the trade-in 
quote of the used article as a cookie that is storable in the user computer. [See at 
least Cookie Basics and How do Web sites use cookies] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, of HP, and Ellenson, with the cookie of Marshall because 
"they provide a better user experience and make it much easier to gather accurate 
information about the site's visitors (Marshall paragraph 002)." 

Claim 25: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Marshall, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 23. Marshall also discloses the following: 

o sfep (b) causes the server computer to store either of the information regarding the 
trade-in quotation request of the used article or the trade-in quote of the used article 
into a predetermined storage unit, instead of sending to the user computer either of 
the information regarding the trade-in quotation request of the used article or the 
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trade-in quote of the used article in the specific format that allows for storage in the 
user computer, [See at least Cookie Basics and How do Web sites use cookies] 

o in the case where either of the information regarding the trade-in quotation request of 
the used article or the trade-in quote of the used article has been stored in the 
predetermined storage unit, said step (c) causes the server computer to make the 
trade-in procedure of the used article without requiring the user computer to reenter 
the information regarding the trade-in quotation request of the used article, after the 
user completes the product purchase procedure. . [See at least Cookie Basics and 
How do Web sites use cookies] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, of HP, and Ellenson, with the cookie of Marshall because 
"they provide a better user experience and make it much easier to gather accurate 
information about the site's visitors (Marshall paragraph 002)." 

Claim 26: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Marshall, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 

of the limitations of claim 23. HP also discloses the following: 

o step (a) causes the server computer to receive information regarding a component 
included in the used article as the information regarding the trade-in quotation 
request from the user computer and to determine the trade-in quote, based on the 
information regarding the component included in the used article. [See at least 
Section 1 : Tell us about your current products]. 

Claim 30: 

HP, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 
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o a quotation information transmission module that receives information regarding a 
trade-in quotation request of the used article from the user computer, determines a 
trade-in quote of the used article based on the information regarding the trade-in 
quotation request, [HP Trade-in Overview: See at least Section 1 : Tell us about your 
current products]. 

HP does not disclose the following limitation. Ellenson, however, does disclose: 

o and sends quotation information including the trade-in quote of the used article, to 
the user computer; [See at least Figure 2 and related text and claim 13] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request of HP with the return of a quotation window of Ellenson because it "allows a 
consumer to accurately assess the current market value of his vehicle/item (Ellenson 
paragraph 0009 lines 13-14)." The combination of HP and Ellenson does not disclose the 
following limitations. Marshall, however, does disclose: 

o a storage control module that sends to the user computer either of the information 
regarding the trade-in quotation request of the used article or the trade-in quote of 
the used article in a specific format that allows for storage in the user computer; and 
[See at least Cookie Basics and How do Web sites use cookies] 

o a trade-in procedure execution module that, in the case where either of the 
information regarding the trade-in quotation request of the used article or the trade-in 
quote of the used article has been stored in the user computer, makes a trade-in 
procedure of the used article without requiring the user computer to reenter the 
information regarding the trade-in quotation request of the used article, after the user 
completes a product purchase procedure. [See at least Cookie Basics and How do 
Web sites use cookies] 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, of HP, and Ellenson, with the cookie of Marshall because 
"they provide a better user experience and make it much easier to gather accurate 
information about the site's visitors (Marshall paragraph 002)." 



30. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over HP in view of Ellenson 
further in view of Marshall and even further view of Seretti. 
Claim 27: 

The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Marshall, as shown in the rejection above, discloses all 
of the limitations of claim 23. The combination of HP, Ellenson, and Marshall does not 
disclose the following. Seretti, however does disclose: 

o said step (a) causes the server computer to set a minimum value and a maximum 
value of the trade-in quote of the used article. [See at least column 6 lines 31-55] 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
quotation request and window, and the cookies of HP, Ellenson, and Marshall with the 
maximum/minimum values of Seretti because it allows for an accurate market value to be set 
for the item while taking into consideration the different aspects (condition, added features 
etc) of the item. 
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Conclusion 

31. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure.. 

o Furukawa - US 2004/0098318: Method of Buying Back goods that both improves 

efficiency and eases the burden of users 
o Edmunds.com WebPages on Vehicle Appraisal 

o Asami et al - US 2001/0005833: Product distribution system and method for 

providing information to customer in context of such system 
o Holtzman - US 2002/0002527: Method for Trading Goods or services over a network 
o Sokei et al - US 2003/01 15097: Method and Device for Promoting Book Recycling 
and their program and recording medium 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning 

this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to 

Stephanie M. Ziegle whose telephone number is 571.272.4417. The Examiner can normally be 

reached on Monday-Friday, 7:30am-4:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 

unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor, KAMBIZ ABDI can be reached at 571.272.6702. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 

see http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov >. Should you have 

questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 

866.217.9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

or faxed to 571-273-8300. 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and 

Trademark Office Customer Service Window: 

Randolph Building 

401 Dulany Street 

Alexandria, VA 22314. 

/Stephanie Ziegle/ Examiner, Art Unit 3692 
24 October 2008 
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